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RKMARKS 

Claims L-27 arc pending in the present application, and stand rejected piirsuant to 
nn Office Action dated 9/30/2003. Reconsideration of the claims is re$pcctrully 
rcqvicstcd. 

J. 35 U,S,C,A102. Anticipation 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-1 1. 13, 15-17, 19. 21-23 and 25-27 
iiiidcr 35 US.C. § 102 as being anticipated by Irrihnrrcn ct al (US 5,530,740). This 
rcjeclion is respectfully traversed. 

With respect to Claim 1 (and dependent ckfjms thcrcol). Applicants show that the 
cited reference docs not teach the claimed feature of '^entering the message into a 
designated account in the database by converting and storing the message in a uniform 
storage format specified for the designated account, wherein the tmifonn storage format^ 
is different froni la data form atjused by ihe^cortwtw dcation devic^ and v^herein the \ 
uniform storage format w one of a phirality of dif)hrent uniform storage formats used in \ 
tlte database'\ Tliis claimed feature not only advantageously provides a unifomi storage | 
formal that is different from the data fomial used by the communication device, but it 
goes further and recites that there are a plurality of such uniform storage foniiats, The 
cited reference teaches tlucc distinct types of messages - voice, text and facsimile - • and 
they arc each stored in their own distinct fonnat. Voice messages are stored as voice 
messages (Claim 1). "i oxt messages such as e-mail arc stored in text format (Col. 5, Hnes 
41-43). Facsimile messages are stored as fax imago files (Col, 5, lines 12-25). To recap, 
voice messages are stored as voice messages, text nicssagcs are stored as text messages, 
and facsimile messages as stored as a fux unage file. There is no teacliing of a uniform \ 
storage format, as claimed, where the unifomi storage fonnal is different from a data 1 
fonnat used by the conununication device and wht rein the uniform storage device is one 
of a plurality of different uniform storage fomiats oscd in the database, 

In rejecting Claim 1, the Examiner slates that IrribaiTen^s teaching of a facsimile 
reads on tljc claimed message, and that this messa|.^e is converted and stored in a uniform 
storage fonnat ("a speech fil^^"), wheiein tlie unifo/m storage fonnat is different from a 
data format (''a digital image file*'). Applicajits show error in this assertion as follows. 

Page 9 of J5 
Bhogal cial. -09/912,796 



Received from < 972 367 2002 > at 1 113/03 1 :42;23 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 



NOV-03-2003 HON 01:50 PM CARfTENS. YEE & CAHOON FAX NO, 972^7 2002 P. 12 



Jrriburren docs noi loach convcrliiig a facsimile file into a speech file such that it is 
diffcrcat than Ihe received digital image lUc. As stated by Irribarrcn at CoL 5, lines 15- 
17: 

"recent developments have enabled facsimile (1^ AX) messages to be 
stored as Unage files with the voice message storage system." (emphasis 
added by Applicants). 

Irribairen goes on to slale at Col 5, lines 20-24; 

"I'hc user, upon the system inslnicting him or her tliat a FAX has been 
received, may forward the FAX to any nuivibcr to which a FAX 
ti'ansceivcr in the fomi of a FAX machine or other I'AX receiving system 
is attached, forward ihe FAX image file to unothcr voice mail address, 
have a hard copy printed on the office FAX machine" (emphasis added by 
Applicants). 

Therefore, the cited reference implicitly and explicitly state lliat the received fax is not 
converted to a unifomi storage fomial, II jmpHcitly states this in that the FAX may be 
forwarded to another ['AX machine or printed on the local FAX machine (without any 
requirement of subsequent processing or conversicui); and it explicitly states this in that 
tl)C received FAX iuiage file can bo forwarded to aijolher voice mail address. Therefore, 
contrary to the Examiner's assertion, a received fa:^ is not converted to a speech file 
which is difTercnt from the received in'iagc file. 

The cited reference docs state that the PAX image file is 'tagged* as a speech file 
such that it can be stored in a mailbox (Col. 6, linca 43-45). However, this tagging is 
merely the setting of an allributc associated with the file so that it can be used in the 
traditional voice mailbox, and docs not convert the received message into a uniform 
storage format, as claimed. Per Dictionary.com, which is a multi-source dicLionary 
scarcli service produced by Lcxico Publishing Group, LLC, *tag' means: 
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fu tag 

1, Computer Science. 

a. A label assigned to idcjitify data in memory. 

and lagging means: 

V. tagged, tag ging, tags 

1 , To label, identify, or recognize with or a.s if with a tag; / tagged him a$ a loser, 

[L i$ thus shown that assigamg a label lo the FAX digital image file by tagging it is very 
different from the claimed fonnat conversion. Claim 1 is thus shown to have been 
erroneously rejected. 

Further error is shown in the rejection of Claim 1 , in that the cited reference docs 
not leach a plurality of different uniform storage formats (w)iere the uniform storage 
format is different from a data fom)at used by the communication device/ hi 
establishing a teaching of this claimed feature, Ihc lixamiucr slates that the database can 
have text and facsimile (Ofilce Action page 3, linc.v 5 and 6). Applicants show that even 
assuming arguendo that this is truc» the text is stored as a text message (i.e. jn the same 
format for which il was received) and the facsimile is storage as a PAX digital file (i.e. in 
tlic same format for which it was received). Thus, while the cited reference may teach a 
plurality of storage formats which are different, it does not tcacl) a plurality of uniform 
storage formats (which is defined in the claim to he a storage fomiat that is different from 
a data format used by the communication device fj em which it was received). Both of 
the formats cited by the Examiner are the same as ihc data format used by the 
conmuinicalion device. 

Thus, Claim 1 (and dependent claims thereof) is shown to not be anticipated by 
the cited reference <is there are muUiple missing claimed elements/features. 

Further with respect to Claim 4, such claim recites that the received message 
ciUcrcd into the database (which has been stored in the unifomi storage format) is a voice 
message, However, the Examiner stated in ejecting Claim 1 that the received message 
that was convcrlcd was a facsimile (Office Action j^agc 2, last paragraph). If the message 
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lhat gels converted is a facsimile, as alleged by the Cxamincr in rejecting Claim 1, it is 
shown lo be error to tlicn state that the message is i\ voice message in rejecting Claim 4 
(which depends upon Claim 1). Such 'changing of horses in midsLieam' is not proper 
wlicn analyxins a dependent clahn (wliich contains all the features of the independent 
Qiaim it depends upon, and thus requires consistency in it$ inteT]irclation in view of Lhe 
cited reference). To state that the received message that is converted to the uniform 
storage format is a facsimile in rejecting Claim 1, 5ind then stating that the same received 
rncKsage that is converted to a uniform storage formal is a voice message in rejecting 
Claim 4 (which depends upon Claim I) is clear crrur, 

With respect to Claim 7 (and dependent claims thereof), the cited reference does j 
not teach the claimed feature of 'Vhcrcin the uniform storage format is one of a plurality 
of diflcrcnt uniform storage formats used in the datfibasc and message:i for each 
designated accomU are only stored in the imiform storage format specified for such 
designated account". Fa rejecting Cloim 7, the Examiner equates the storing of voice 
nicvssagcs in a mailbox as reading on this claimed feature. However, Applicants show 
lliut a key enabling feature of the teaclrlngs of the cited reference is the ability to store 
FAX inuigc files in this same mailbox (Col. 5, linc '^ 15-28, etc.), which are stored in a 
different format. This is in contrast to and different from the claimed feature that 
messages for cacli designated account are only stored in (he uniform storage format 
specified for such designated account (mailbox). It^ summary, the cited reference teaches 
storing of messages in a user's mailbox in two different types offorniats. which is 
contrary to only storing in the uniform storage fonnal, as claimed, lliercforc, the 
rejection of Claim 7 (and dependent claims thercofj is shown to be in error, 

With respect to Claim 13 (and dependent cl;nm$ theieof). Applicants traverse for 
similar reasons to those given above regarding Claim L 

With respect to Claim 19 (and dependent cls^ims thcrcoO, Applicants traverse for 
similar reasons to those given above regarding Claim 7. 

With respect to Claim 25, Applicants travcifse for similar reasons to those given 
above regarding Claim 1 and show that the cited reference docs not teach the claimed 
feature of "wherein the uniform storage fonnat is different from a data format used by the 
conuiun\icalion device and wherein the uniform storage format is one of a plurality of 
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ttiffereiU unifonii storage formats used in the datab;isc". Thus, Clsiim 25 is not 
anlicipated by Ihe cilod reference. 

With respect to Claim 26, Applicants traverse for similar reasons to those given 
above rcgHrcUng Claini 7, and show that the cited n>fcrcncc docs not teach the claimed 
feature of *Svhcrcin the uniform storage format is oiie of a plurality of different uniform 
storage formats used in the database and messages for each designated account are only 
stored in Lhe uniform storage format specified for such designated account", llius. Claim 
26 is not anticipated by the cited reference. 

With respisct to Claim 27, such claim recite::; a message Jiaying three different 
formats as various times throughout lhe claimed mulhod. The received message is 
convci-tcd from a first data format to a uniform stoi age format, and stored. This stored 
message (stored in the uniform storage fonnat) is then retrieved and converted from the 
uniform storage format to another data format, wlierein the another data format is 
different from both the first data format and the uniform data storage format. Thus, tlie^ 
tlircc formats that pertain to the message arc (i) first data format, (ii) uniform storage 
fomral, and (iii) another data format, Tlie ched refcreuee docs not teach such message 
format transfonnation. Of particular noteworthinct.s is the fact that it is the same 
message that is subject to the three formats, one foimat upon receipt of the message, a 
second format upon storage of the message, and a third format after tlie message has been 
relrieved from the database. In rejecting Claim 27, the Examiner stales that the claimed 
receiving of a message is taught by "The system receives a user's call to retrieve 
messages at the user's station" (Office Action page 0, lines 7-8), tliat the couveiting of 
lhe received jncssagc into anotJier format is taught by "a facsimile'* being converted, and 
lhai converting the converted me$sage is taught by "the message is phtyed". This is 
shown to be in error, as the Examiner is using three different messages to establish three 
conversions. The first mcssngc beuig used is a call to retrieve messages, tlic second 
message being used is a facsimile (which is obviously a very different type of message 
from a call to retrieve messages), and the Ihird message being a stored voice message. 
This is veiy different front what is being chimed, vv'hcre the same message is tlic object 
of a conversion to a uniform storage fonnat for storing iji a database, and this same 
message is the object of a conversion from the uni fonn storage fonnat to another data 
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fonnat, iieslatcd, the message as received has one format, is converted to another ronnal 
Hiid stored in u database, and is convcitcd to yet a third format. The Examiner's 
allcj^ation of the format conversion for three different types of messages (a call to retrieve 
u mossiige, a faeaimilc and a stored voice message) simply does not teach the claimed 
three formats of the same message. Therefore, Claim 27 is shown to not be anticipated 
by the cited refercjice. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 9-11, 13, 15-17, 19, 21-23 aiid 25-27 
under 35 U,S.C, § 102 has been overcome, 

IL 35 U.S.C, S 103, Obviousness 

The Examiner rejected Claims 2, 6, 12, 14, 18, 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 as being unpatentable over Irribanen et al (US 5,530,740) in view of Pen/ias (US 
5,475,738). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants initially traverse the rejection of the claims for similar reasons to those 
given above regarding their respective independent claims (of which these claims depend 
upon). 

Further with respect to Claim 2, such clain> recites a plurality of allowable 
communication devices, and wherein the allowable communication devices each send 
tkita in a format difjerent from the uniform storage foimat. hi rejecting Claim 2, the 
Examiner asserts that Penzias Col 4, lines 59-65 teaches this claimed feature. Tlicrc, 
Pcnzias states: 

*'Thc telephone number reflects the number to be dialed to reach the 
individuaVs voice messaging service (e.g., the AUDIX system connected 
to a particular PBX system), while the cxto^sion is used to identify the 
individual to the voice messaging service/' 

It is not seen how a teaching of telephone and extension numbers to reach an individual's 
voice messaging service has anything to do with llic claimed feature of **whorcin the 
allowable communication devices each send data in a format different from the uniform 
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storage Tonnat". Therefore, Claim 2 has been error^eously rejected as a prima facie case 
of obviousness has not been made by the Examiner V 

Applicants further traverse the rejection of (Jlaim 14 for similar reasons to those 
given above regarding Claim 2. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 2, 6, S, 1?,, 14, 1 20 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 has been overcome. 



TIJ, Conclusion 

It is rcspcclfully urged that the subject application is patentable over the cited 
references anti is now in condition for allowance. 'I ho Examiner is invited to call the 
undersigned at the below-listed telephone number if in the opinion of the Rxmniner such 
a telephone conference v/ould expedite or aid the prosecution and examination of this 
application. 



PATE: / / (l/^S 



Resptict fully submitted, 

Duke W. Yce 
Reg. No. 34,285 

Wayne P. Bailey 

Reg. I'Jo. 34,289 

Carstcns, Yee & Cahoon, LLP 

P.O. Box 802334 

Dallas/! X 75380 

(972)367-2001 

Atloniciys for Applicants 



' In rejecting chiijns under 35 U.S.C. Section 103» jhc examiner bears the initial burden of 
presenting a prima facie case of obviousness, in rc Oetiket, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 
USPQ2d 1443, 1444 (Ked Cir. 1992). Only if that burden is met, docs the burden of 
coming forward with evidence or argument shitl to ihe applicant, Td. To establish prima 
facii? obviousness of a claimed invention, all of the claim limitations must be taught or 
suggested by the prior art. MPKP 2143.03. (cmphsisis added by Applicants) See also, In 
re Rovka. 490 F.2d 580 (CC.P.A. 1974). 
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